The Turkish Speaking Community in London
According to the Turkish Consulate in London, the number of Turkish speaking individuals in the UK is around 150.000. The largest Turkish speaking communities in the UK are based in the greater London area in the Boroughs of Hackney, Haringey, and Enfield, but smaller communities are present also in the Midlands and Scotland. A large number of members of the Turkish speaking community in London own or work in small businesses. Turkish is largely preserved as a language for communication among this population as it is used not only as a language of socialization but also as a minority language for which service is available in public sectors such as hospitals, libraries, and community centres (Wright & Kurtoğlu-Hooton, 2006) . Despite this unifying aspect, the Turkish speaking community in the UK is far from being a culturally and linguistically homogeneous group. It is mainly composed of Turkish and Kurdish immigrants from mainland Turkey and Turkish immigrants from Cyprus.
Turkish spoken in the Cypriot-Turkish community should be distinguished from Turkish in the Turkish and Kurdish communities from mainland Turkey because of differences in the time of the migration and linguistic differences between TurkishCypriot and mainstream Turkish (Tözün, 2005) . In terms of migration waves, migration from Cyprus dates back to 1878 when Cyprus became a British colony. On the other hand, migration from Turkey started in the late 1950s as part of a general migration to Europe, but gained speed only after 1980 (Tözün, 2005) . Therefore, the Turkish-Cypriot community in London has adapted to the English language and British culture to a greater extent than the Turkish and Kurdish communities from Turkey. In addition, the Cypriot-Turkish dialect differs from mainstream Turkish at the level of syntax, vocabulary, and phonology (Creese et al., 2007) .
Due to the outlined differences between Cypriot-Turkish and mainstream Turkish, the present study includes only children of migrant families from Turkey that settled in London in the late 1990s.
The Present Study
The present study is part of the ESRC funded project "Real-time processing of syntactic information in children with English as a Second Language and children with SLI" that investigates how Turkish-English successive bilingual children with typical and atypical language development process sentences. A secondary objective of this project is to investigate how Turkish-English children perform in a wide range of assessments normed with monolingual children. The present paper falls within this objective by investigating how Turkish-English children perform in TELD-3-T (Topbaş & Güven, 2007; Topbaş, this volume: chapter 7).
TELD-3-T is an adaptation of the English assessment TELD-3 (Hresko et. al., 1999 ) that assesses receptive, and expressive language in children between the ages 2;0 to 7;11. Both tests have two forms (Form A and Form B), each of which has a Receptive Language and an Expressive Language subtest. Each subtest and each form of TELD-3:T includes items assessing morpho-syntax and semantics. TELD-3:T is in the process of standardization. The pilot study has been finished with 335 monolingual typically developing children, 35 monolingual language impaired children, and 6 children with mental retardation. The normative sample was collected in 14 cities in 5 different regions of Turkey. Details about the reliability and validity of TELD-3:T are provided in Topbaş (this volume: chapter 7).
In the present study, we used only the receptive subtest of TELD-3:T. This subtest is composed of the following task types: following basic and complex oral instructions, word-picture matching task, sentence-picture matching task, understanding meaning relations in words, detecting ungrammaticalities, and sentence repetition. 4. How do the bilingual children score in each item and do they perform better in items tapping morpho-syntax or in items tapping semantics?
Method

Participants
Ten children (5 female and 5 male) participated in this study. The children had a mean age of 5;11 (SD = 8.9 months; range = 4;10-6;11) and had no history of a neurological or psychological condition, hearing impairment, language delay or language impairment.
All children were born to Turkish-speaking families in the UK and the language spoken at home was Turkish as most of the mothers had poor English skills and preferred using Turkish, although they were also competent in Kurdish. All mothers of the children were housewives and attended English courses provided by community centres in London.
Although the children lived in the UK and had some exposure to English from birth, consistent input and communication in English started at around the age of 3;5 when they attended English nursery. At the time of testing, the children had between one and three years of exposure to English. English was the language spoken at school and in informal interviews with the children and their parents revealed that at the age of testing the primary language for socialization of the children seemed to be English. Children commented that they prefer to communicate in English with their siblings and their English or Turkish friends inside and outside school and that they use Turkish only when they communicate with people who are not competent in English.
The Turkish-English children were matched to ten monolingual children from the standardization sample of TELD-3:T on age and socio-economic background. Matching on age was one-to-one and each pair of children had the same age in years and months (t (18) = .000, p > .1).
Procedure
Each child was tested individually in a silent room in their school or in the DAYMER Turkish community centre, which provides supplementary education for Turkish speaking children in the Borough of Hackney. Children were told that they would do a fun task related to their Turkish. Instructions were given orally and it was made sure that children understood the instructions. TELD-3:T is administered in the following way.
Testing begins at the entry point for each child, which is based on their age. To specify their basal point in the test, children are expected to answer three consecutive items correctly. If a child does not succeed in three items in a row, testing continues backwards until this is met. The ceiling is determined when the child makes three mistakes in a row.
Results
Tables 14.1 and 14.2 present the overall scores for the bilingual and monolingual children for Form A and Form B separately and also the basal and ceiling point for each child. Tables 14.1 here   ______________   Tables 14.2 here To investigate the first research question, which is whether the children performed differently in the two forms, we analysed the scores of each group in Form A separately from Form B. This showed that bilingual children had in Form A a mean score of 27.2 (range = 11-21; SD = 3.9) and in Form B a mean score of 28.6 (range = 10-22; SD = 3.4).
______________
A paired-samples t-test revealed no significant difference between the two forms (t (9) = -1.769, p > .1). Monolingual children had in Form A a mean score of 31.2 (range = 15-22; SD = 4.9) and in Form B a mean score of 29.8 (range = 13-23; SD = 4.7). Similarly to the bilingual children, a paired-samples t-test revealed no significant difference between the two forms (t (9) = 1.583, p > .1). Finally, a Pearson correlation showed a strong positive correlation between the scores from Form A and Form B (r (18) = .79, p < .001). This provides evidence for reliability of the two parallel forms.
To address the second research question and find out whether or not there is a difference between the scores of bilingual and monolingual children, we calculated the raw scores of each group in each form, as shown in Figure 14 .1. Overall, bilingual children were slightly less accurate than monolingual children. To address whether this difference was reliable for each one of the two forms and for the two forms combined, we conducted independent samples t-tests for each form separately and for the two forms combined. These revealed a trend for a significant difference between the two groups in Form A (t (18) = 2.013, p = .059), but the difference between the two groups in Form B was not significant (t (18) = .657, p > .1). The difference between the two groups was also not significant when we combined the scores of the two forms (t (18) = 1.434, p > .1).
_______________ Figure 14. 1 here
To tackle the third research question addressing whether or not the bilingual and monolingual children"s scores differ from the scores of the norming sample, we compared the scores of the bilingual and monolingual children in Form A and Form B per age band to the mean scores of the children from the norming sample, as shown in Table 14 .3.
_____________ Table 14.3 here
Five bilingual children (NH, YB, SE, NS, and LG) and two monolingual children (119, 86) performed slightly lower than the means of the norming sample in both forms and two bilingual (IA and NP) and two monolingual children (144, 261) performed slightly lower than the means of the norming sample in one of the two forms. To ascertain whether there was a significant difference between the scores of the two groups and the norming sample, we conducted one-sample t-tests for each group per age band for each form separately. These showed that despite the small differences mentioned above, bilingual and monolingual children did not perform below the mean of the norming sample for any of the two forms (all p values > .05). In contrast, the scores of the four 5;6-5;10 year old monolingual children in Form A (M=32.25) were significantly higher than the mean of the norming sample in the same age band (M=26.65) (t (3) = 5.051, p = .015), and there was a trend for a significantly higher scores of the two 4;10-4;11 year old bilingual children in Form B (M=30.5) compared to the mean of the norming sample (M=26.45) (t (1) = 8.100, p = .078). It should be mentioned that these two children have attended the aforementioned Turkish community centre and received extra support in Turkish.
To address the bilingual children"s performance in Form A compared to Form B per item and to find out whether they perform better in items tapping morpho-syntax or in items tapping semantics, we first analysed the data per item for each one of the two lists, as shown in Figures 14.2 and 14 .3 below.
________________ Figures 14.2 here
_______________ Figures 14.3 here
Paired samples t-tests showed no significant difference between the scores per item in
Form A (M = 7.5, SD = 3.44, range = 0-10) and Form B (M = 6.9, SD = 3.6, range = 0-10) (t (9) = .732, p > .1). Finally, comparisons between the bilingual children"s performance in morph-syntax vs. semantics reveal that they performed better in items tapping morpho-syntax (51.7%) than in items tapping semantics (35.3%).
Discussion
The primary aim of this study was to investigate whether or not norms from monolingual Turkish children are valid for successive bilingual Turkish-English children in the UK.
This was motivated by the fact that most studies on successive bilingual children have focused on the children"s L2 and very little research has investigated the children"s L1.
Therefore, there is a lack of norms for successive bilingual children and it is unclear whether or not monolingual norms are valid for the L1 of successive bilingual children. The results of the study can be summarised as follows. Comparison of the results in the two parallel forms for each group of children separately showed no significant differences in the performance of the children in Form A vs. Form B and a strong correlation between the scores of the children in the two forms. This provides evidence for reliability of the two parallel forms of TELD-3:T.
Comparison between the scores of monolingual and bilingual children revealed that bilingual children were slightly less accurate than monolingual children, especially in Form A, but when we combined the scores of the two forms, the numerical difference was not statistically significant. This shows that the two groups performed equally well despite the numerical advantage of the monolingual children. Comparison between the scores of the monolingual and bilingual children against the norming sample showed that despite some small numerical differences, monolingual and bilingual children did not perform below the mean of the norming sample for any of the two forms. In contrast, four 5;6-5;10 year old monolingual children performed in Form A significantly better than the norming sample, and two 4;10-4;11 year old bilingual children that attended a Turkish community centre performed in Form B significantly better than the norming sample.
Finally, analysis per items revealed that the bilingual children performed better in items tapping morpho-syntax than items tapping semantics. Alternatively, this could be due to differences in the Turkish spoken in the Netherlands vs. the UK. As mentioned in the de Jong et al. study, the Turkish spoken in the Netherlands seems to be undergoing change, but to date; such an effect has not been discussed for the Turkish spoken in the UK. In addition, the nature of the tasks used in the present study compared to the Yagmur and Nap-Kolhoff and de Jong et al. studies was different. Yagmur and Nap-Kolhoff (this volume: chapter 12) used SALT and showed differences between TD monolingual and successive bilingual children in terms of intelligibility, lexical diversity, MLU, and the use of grammatical morphology. de Jong et al. (this volume: chapter 13) showed an asymmetry in the performance of successive bilingual children between different phenomena involving grammatical morphology. TD bilingual children were more accurate than bilingual children with SLI in subject-verb agreement and case marking, but not in the use of the genitive-possessive construction. In contrast to those two studies, we did not use a production, but a comprehension task, the receptive section of TELD-3:T. This task includes a variety of items tapping mainly vocabulary and semantics, but also grammar, though it does not include items tapping the genitive-possessive construction that was proven to be vulnerable in Turkish-Dutch TD children.
However, our results have to be interpreted with caution because of the small sample size of the present study and the narrow age range. Future research should include a larger number of both unimpaired and impaired children in a wider age range. This could provide more conclusive evidence as to whether or not monolingual Turkish norms of TELD-3:T are valid for the population of successive Turkish-English children in the UK.
One last point we would like to make is that given the lack of norms of bilingual children and the large heterogeneity relating to differences in the age of onset, years of exposure, quantity and quality of input, it is important to use more than one modality and more than one assessment tool. This can provide a wider picture of the strengths and weaknesses of successive bilingual children and avoid the problems of "mistaken" and "missed identity". 
